IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
In re the Application of 

Inventors: Yoshio TAMURA, et al . Group Art Unit 1745 

Appln. No.: 10/681,337 Examiner A. Echelmeyer 

Filed: October 9, 2003 Conf. No. 3388 

For: HYDROGEN GENERATOR AND FUEL CELL SYSTEM COMPRISING 

THE SAME 

RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION REQUIREMENT 

Assistant Commissioner of Patents 
Washington, DC 20231 

Sir: 

This is in response to A Restriction Requirement dated 
August 24, 2006. During a telephone interview on September 25, 
2006, it was noted by the undersigned that, given that 
independent claim 1 is identified by the Office Action as being 
within Group I, claims 2-17, which depend therefrom, should also 
be deemed to be part of Group I . It was noted that it is 
irrelevant that claim 18 does not contain the subject matter of 
claims 2-17 because these claims depend from claim 1 which is 
part of Group I . It was also noted that the Office Action states 
that Group I is directed to a fuel cell system, but claim 1 is 
directed to a hydrogen generator. The examiner indicated that 
she would discuss these points with her supervisor, and possibly 



withdraw the restriction requirement or issue a new restriction 
requirement . 

Thus , the Applicants hereby elect Group I , and respectfully 
submit that, in addition to claims 1 and 18 identified in the 
Office Action as being within Group I, claims 2-17 are also 
within Group I. Moreover, due to the above-noted ambiguities , 
withdrawal of the Restriction Requirement is warranted. 

The Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the 

Restriction Requirement for the following further reasons. No 

unduly extensive or burdensome search would be required to 

examine the various claims of the noted Groups in the same 

application. MPEP §803 states: 

11 If the search and examination of 
all the claims in an application 
can be made without serious burden, 
the Examiner must examine them on 
the merits, even though they 
include claims to distinct or 
independent inventions . " (Emphasis 
added) 

In the present case, the search for all pending claims together 
would not be burdensome. 

Moreover, from the standpoint of costs to the Applicants 
involved in filing, issuance and maintenance fees relating to 
separate applications if the present Restriction Requirement is 
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maintained, it is clear that there is substantially more burden on 
Applicants by imposing the present Requirement than on the Patent 
Office if the Requirement were withdrawn. 

In addition, it is noted that to require the claims of the 
various Groups to issue in separate patents would result in 
inconvenience to the public by necessitating reference to more than 
one patent during searching, to review closely related subject 
matter . 

Therefore, withdrawal of the Restriction Requirement is 
warranted . 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the Restriction Requirement 
are respectfully requested. 



JEL/att 
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1615 L Street, NW, Suite 850 

P.O. Box 34387 

Washington, DC 20043-4387 
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Respectfully submitted , 



Date: September 25, 2006 
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